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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Status of the Application 

In the August 22, 2005, Non-Final Office Action, claims 1-5 were rejected. In 
the present Response, claim 1 was amended to clarify that the housing of the high- 
speed rotary bell is firmly connected to the electrode ring via a fastening device by 
means of a bearing connection (see page 10, lines 1-10, for support). New claim 6 
relates to possible bearing connections (see page 10. lines 8-10, for support). Thus, 
claims 1-6 are pending. No new matter was added. 

Applicant acknowledges and thanks the Examiner for withdrawal of the 
objections to the specification and rejections of claims for double patenting and 
indefiniteness. 

Rejections Under 35 i/.S.C. § 103(a) 
Claims 1-5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over allegedly admitted prior art (pages 1-2 of Applicant's specification) in view of 
Kazama etal. (U.S. Patent No. 5,865,380). Applicant respectfully traverses these 
rejections. 

in discussing the allegedly admitted prior art, Applicant makes no admission 
that the information asserted by the Examiner is. in fact, prior art but, for the sake of 
consistency with the Examiner's Office Action, will use term in referencing the 
rejection. 

Applicant reiterates the assertion that the allegedly admitted prior art cannot 
be combined with Kazama et al. In support thereof, submitted herewith is a 
declaration under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132 signed by Joachim Blum, Ph.D., a DuPont 
employee intimately familiar with the present application and its prosecution history, 
which describes the problems solved by Applicant's claimed invention. In the 132 
declaration, Dr. Blum describes two sections of relevant text available before the 
filing date of the present application. One reference is the "BASF Handbook on 
Basics of Coating Technology" ("BASF Handbook"), the English translation of 
"BASF-Handbuch Lackiertechnik", which is cited in the present application at pages 
1-2 (the allegedly admitted prior art). The other reference is the "European Coatings 
Handbook". 
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Dr. Blum states that "[t]hese references demonstrate that pneumatic 

application during the second spray pass of the special effect base coat is the 

standard in the art, and that electrostatically assisted high-speed rotary application 

during said second spray pass is undesirable." Dr. Blum concludes that 

the electrostatically assisted high-speed rotary application that Kazama 
et al, teaches is the type of coating application found undesirable in the 
attached references and as detailed at page 2, lines 8-13, of 
Applicant's specification. Thus, a combination of the allegedly 
admitted prior art and Kazama et al. merely produces what is taught 
against in these references, that is, that electrostatically assisted high- 
speed rotary application during the second spray pass of the special 
effect coating layer does not produce the excellent optical quality 
coatings that are produced by pneumatic application during the second 
spray pass of the special effect coating layer. 

Applicant respectfully submits that, in addition to the arguments presented in the 

June 29, 2005, Response to Non-Final Office Action ("June 2005 Response"), Dr. 

Blum's 1 32 declaration demonstrates that there is no motivation or suggestion to 

combine the allegedly admitted prior art with Kazama et al. Consequently, the 

present invention should be patentable. 

In further support thereof, Applicant has amended claim 1 to clarify that the 
housing of the high-speed rotary bell is firmly connected to the electrode ring via a 
fastening device by means of a bearing connection. In the present office action, the 
Examiner refused to consider arguments presented at page 8, paragraph 3, of the 
June 2005 Response because the "arguments related to features of the method only 
in the specification but not having basis in the claims." For conciseness, Applicant 
will not repeat those arguments here, but incorporates them by reference into the 
present response. As a result of the present amendments to claim 1 , Applicant 
respectfully submits that the arguments presented at page 8, paragraph 3, of the 
June 2005 Response now have basis in the claims. 

Because claims 2-5 are dependent claims, which recite even further 
limitations to the claim that has already been traversed, Applicant relies upon the 
arguments presented above in rebuttal to the Examiner's assertion that claims 2-5 
are unpatentable. For the same reasons, dependent claim 6 should also be 
patentable. 
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Summary 


In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicant submits that this 
application is in condition for allowance. In order to expedite disposition of this case, 
the Examiner is invited to contact Applicant's representative at the telephone number 
below to resolve any remaining issues. Should there be a fee due which is not 
accounted for, please charge such fee to Deposit Account No. 04-1928 (E.I. du Pont 
de Nemours and Company). 


Respectfully submitted. 



Hilmar L. Fricke^'^ 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No.: 22,384 
Telephone: (302) 984-6058 
Facsimile: (302) 658-1192 


Dated: 


November 14. 2005 
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